
: 
946 

’ . 

947 

948 

949 

950 

151 

352 

353 

953 

955 

9’6 

95 

958 

959 

960 

961 

962 

963 

964 

965 

966 Q. 

967 A. 

968 

rccommc’nd;~lion does not make these subsidirs she pwporledly identifies expticil, 

rall,er_ sl,? contimes 11x snhsjdies as they are. but denies access lo lhe JUSF fimd 

lo companies who purporledly have sr~h subsidies in lbeir rates. If Ms. tkgSiJOm 

lruly brlieves that the HA1 ~nles identify the nppropr~k~le c@Sis and lhni they can be 

wed lo idenliry 3 subsidy level, 3 propos:~J lo take nclion consklenl with the 

slalulr would be one lhol would reduce xccss rales lo Ihose IewJs 2nd provide 

incrrased IUSF f&iding lo companies lo rrphce Ihose purported srlbsidics. FOJ 

example, on AT&T Exhibit 5.3. Ms. He@rom has identified lhe acfwtl mnoal 

rev~nl~e and lt,e JlAJ nnnuat coS1s fir thosr comp:mieswhose rnles are hi&r 

than Ihe avcrqe HAt cost or%O~O48 bnsed onA’J&‘J’s HAI nssumplions. IlTA 

J?xh~bli 4: Att~h~e~~t 5 re>iSeS the AT?i’I exhibit IO dd 10l:h IO lhese IWO 

rolurnr~s ;111d ;I rnkxl;~ied JZYT~UP diff?rtnce that wonId JeSlltl ,r these companies 

rstrs wrre reduced IO 111e IhO~O.48 levd The difkrenre is X2,135,65+ Using Ms. 

Hegslrnm’s asswnplions ( will, which I do nol agree) and her caJcuJalions the 

identified purported subsidy is $2,135,654~ Under Ms. Jlegslrom’s assumplions 

this is the subsidy for which the statute says the Commission should determine a 

method ofmaking ii exphcil. lmplemenlatjon of such a method could be done, 

under these assmnplions, by reducing the access rates of the companies lo $0.048, 

atid increasing their JUSF fimding by $2) 35,654. 

Are you recommending lhal the Commission do this? 

No, 1 am nol. I do not agree with Ms. HC~S~JOJJI’S IJN assumptions JIOJ ha 

methods. 1 firlher do not believe that the statute requires action by the 
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969 

970 

972 

973 

974 

976 Q. 

977 A. 

975 

983 STAJT’S IRANSJTION PLAN 

984 Q. 

985 

986 A. 

987 

988 

989 

990 

991 

Sfafrwjfness Hoagg in his lesiimonyproposes hvo different lransition plan for 

implementalion of his proposals. Can you commenl generally on these proposals? 

Yes. While 1 do not agree with the affordable rales proposed by the Staff and 

with ihe use of the HAJ model resulls lo limit the funding as Mr. Hoagg has 

proposed, iftlx Commission chooses to implement these proposals, or proposals 

similar lo these which would severely impact the companies and their end user 

customers, I believe that Mr. Hoagg’s proposals for Jive-year transiiion periods 

ax not only appropriate, but are imperative. 
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992 
? . 

993 

994 

995 

A. 

996 conth~clet~ “WJ a prriod op lo five years in lenglh~ Specifically lheypropose 1hn1 

999 would be Jeflecled in Ihe calrrdaiion of lhe IUSF funding whefher or nol lhe 

1000 

JO01 

1002 

1003 

1004 

1005 

1006 

1007 

1008 

1009 

1010 

1011 

1012 

‘rllming firs1 IO his pJOp@sa) fOJ 3 lJanSiliOn t0 Ihtl SlaffpJOpOSrd affordable J3leS. 

Cm yen bJielJy SWJUJKIJ~Z~ the S~nfrs ~JO~OSCI~ and commcn1 upon jl? 

A. J agJlreC ihal companies wcmld have 111a1 diSCJ?ii"J, aJld Ibal in S"Jne casesthe 

comp:mies may be able lo ;JRJhWd "the, slralc~iiles and thus maid a Ja!e 

;,c,eaSe. However, neilher the SlaffwilJvzsses or Ihe Commissicm should JCJTIaiJJ 

under an iJJusion 11x11 these rate increases will not generally lake place. Given the 

circumslances surrounding lhis case and the primary use oflhe earnings lest as a 

Jimi1a1ion of the companies’ funding, the Commission should expect lhal in most 

cases the implemenlalion of the proposal of the slaffwill result in rale increases 

by the companies. 

1013 
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JO16 

JO18 

1019 

1020 

JO21 

1022 

1023 

1024 

1025 

JO27 

JO28 

JO29 

JO30 

JO31 

J 032 

1033 

JO34 

1035 

Q. 

A. 

In his reply testimony_ Verkon wilness Dcanvais suggesls that lhe lransilion plan 

should be shorier for some companies and should be individualized based on iheir 

specific raie situaiio~~ ‘What is your comment on this proposal? 

1 believe that the Staff transition as proposed substantially accomplishes what Mr. 

Beauvais is suggesting because Ihe propose a rate increase ofthe higher of%2 

each year or one-Jiflh of the difference between the cunent and affordable rate. A 

review of Staff Exhibit 3.0, Schedule 3.02 shows lltat some ofthe companies 
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’ . 
JO36 reach the affordable rate JewI in IJX firs1 OT second years_ and many ofthem reach 

1037 those revels by the third yex 

JO38 

JO39 

JO40 

1041 

JO12 

JO43 

JO44 

JO45 

JO46 

J 047 

JO48 

JO19 

JO50 

7051 

JO52 

1053 

JO54 

JO55 

1056 

Q- 

A. 

Mr. O’Btien, in his ~eb~~il:d tcsiimony snggesk a four-yenr Imnsilio~~ wu-ilh 2/S of 

1he change in Ihe firsf yrx WhaI is your rexlion IO JGs proposal? 

J don’1 believe IhnI Ihe frorrl loading orlhe impact is npproptinle. For Ihe 

companies who have the lowesl raks. lhe SIaff s proposal would have lheir rales 

more Ihan doubled in lhe firs1 years Mr. O’Btien’s proposal wotdd cause those 

rafes IO be Itipled wjIh a moniJ~l~ increase of over $9 prr Jine~ J believe ihnt Ihe 

StarI’s proposal for q~al incieascs OY~J Ihe five-yenr petiotl is a mox approptiale 

approach and \\;iJl C311Se kWer CIISlOlnCJ pJObl~mS, 

-JME JSCECA AS THE JNTHL. /W1\1JNlSTRAT0K 

Q- Please address lhe recommendations of oIhrr ~wilnesses concerning IJIC 

Administrator for a new Universal Service Fund. 

A. ‘Jbe Parties, including S1aff wilness Clausen, generally agree wilh my 

recommendation that the ISCECA should be selected as 1J1e inil;aJ Fund 

Adminislrator. The desigxdion by 1he Commission of the JSCECA, as the initial 

Fund Adminislraior, is of considerable impotiance, since Ihe Fund needs to be in 

operaljon and in a posiiion lo collect and disttibule funds, by Ociober, 2001 (the 

month rollowing the expiration of the DEM Weighting Fund). 

JO57 
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1060 

1061 

1062 

1063 

1064 

The seleciion ofn more permanent Adminislraror. whclher as a resull of a bidding 

process OT by some oiher means: sholtld be addressed in a subsequent phase OJ 

this proceeding following workshops or discussions convened by I~C Staff 

tlirecled al defermining how bes! IO proceed with Ihe selection of a more 

perrnnnent Adminislralor. The~lSCECA was creaied al ihe direction of Ihc 

Commission in an lnlerim Order enlcred in Dockel No. 83-0142 and is wbjccl IO 

any nppropr~a~e oversi@ by lhe Commission. 

1065 

106b The Commission’s Order will also need lo zwlhorize the ISCECA lo collect from 

1067 Ihe Funding Carriers all expenses of administering Ihc Flmd~ 

I D68 

1069 FUND ADMJNKJRA’J10N AND I~IPl.EA\IEN-JA~JJON ISSUES 

1070 

1071 

1072 

1073 

Iv74 

lW5 

10'76 

1071 

1078 

1079 

1080 

A. 

Arc lhere a number oJ fimd ndmi~)islration and impJemenlalion assures lhal Jnllst be 

resohTd? 

Yes, IJlerc 3Te. A number ofwilncsscs have cominented OJ made 

recommendaiions concerning some of these issues. As 1 indicalcd in my Direct 

Teslimony, Ihe current procedural schedule in these proceedings antkipak a 

Commission Order sometime in Scptcmber, 2001, only a few days before Ihe 

DEM Weighting Fund tcrminaies. Depending on lhe decisions made by lhe 

Commissjon, there will be very liitle rime lo effect implemmiat~on in order for 

funding lo the new Fund recipienls lo commence on Oclober, 2001. The Pallies 

have agreed to hold a further workshop in an altempt to address administration 

and implementation issues wilh ihe hope ofminimizing the problems. 
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’ . 1081 

JO82 

IO83 

1081 

1065 

1086 

1067 

1063 

1063 

1090 

1091 

1092 

IO93 

1074 

1095 

1096 

1097 

1098 

1099 

1100 

1101 

1102 

Unforlun:ltfly, lime has nOI allowed fOJ lhal \~zolkshop to ye1 OCCIIT, aJlholl@ ii iS 

myirnderslanding lhnl Slaffmay be pJOpOSiJ1~ lo conduct wch a workshop shol~tly 

afier lhe cornplclio~ of lhe beatings in lhese dockels and prior lo Ihe lime Inilial 

Briefs 3Je filed. The IIT, encourages Uris process and will fully parlicipale in ill 

Hopefltlly, some consensus can be reached al such a workshop and a mechanism 

developed, such 3s n Staff Repori IO be liled and included in lhe record, ihal will 

provide ibe Jl~~ing Examiner nnd the Commission wilh additional jnfomalion. 

Nonerhcless, il is my belief lhai Ihe Commission will need lo address cwoin 

odminislral~on and implemenlalion issues in ils Order. 

In ynn opinion. whnl shonld be IIK Commission’s primary fbcvs with regard IO 

inilid implcmcnlntion? 

j17ilh qard lo initial implemenlalion, ihr Commission’s primary focus should be 

on aSswing a conlinuily oflimely universa! service supporl lo lhe small 

companies. The Illinois small companies have been receiving monthly payments 

from the Illinois High Cost Fund and/or the DEM Weighting Fund, which in 

many c3ses J~~JCSCJJ~ a significant portion ofihe companies’ revenues and 

monlhly cash flow. Those Funds are necessary for the companies lo meet iheir 

financial obligalions and their servjce obligations. A disruption of the flow of 

those Fvnds could have serious consequences. 

Q- What Commission determinations will assist in meeting that objective? 
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’ . 1103 

1104 

1106 

1107 

1108 

1109 

1113 

1114 

111s 

Ill6 

1117 

1118 

JJJ9 

JIZO 

1121 

1122 

1123 

1124 

JlZS 

A. The Fund Administrator will need to be in a position to quickly bill Funding 

Cntiers for their proportionate fondiny reqxmsibiljty so paymrnis can be made 

and fends disttihrlted in October. 2001~ Obviously, 11x Fwxi size and the funding 

melhodology will dekrmine the nmounl of each Funding Carrier’s obligations and 

ihe nrnounl of the bill thrill will need IO be sent OUI. Howeverl beyond Ihal, in 

order for where to be a quirk jmplemenlalion, known and esisline dnla should be 

nscd lo dlow for rapid implen~~nl~lion~ 

Iflhe Commission chooses intrnslaie relail revenues as the funding methodology, 

the Fnnding Cnniers’ inilial ohli@ons should be based on existing and n~aiIable 

d313~ ‘To the best ofmy kno\x~led~e_ the only sowce of eaiijng data 11~4 wowId be 

immedjaiely available ~~onld be from lhe Frmding Compnnirs’ year 2000 AnnuaJ 

Rcporls filed with ihe Commissjon. ‘Therefore, il would be my recommendation 

Ihal this dais be used IO eslim~~c Ihe Funding Cartiers’ jnlraslsle relnil revenues, 

or slated another sway, each Carrier’s jnitial estimaled funding obligation. An 

allemalive source which is not so immedialely av&bJe would be a &la request 

from lhe staff lo all carriers for such data based on their latest reports lo the FCC 

regarding relail rewnues which, I believe, include inlraslale relail revenues. 

Q. 

A. 

What is the problem wiih this allemalive suggestion, such as the use ofmore up- 

to-date intrastate retail revalues? 

Again, to lhe best ofmy knowledge, ihat information is not readily available so as 

lo allow the Fund Adminisirator to expediiiously estimate lhe amount of a 
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’ . 
1726 

1127 

J 128 

1129 

Jl30 

1131 

1132 

1133 

1131 

1135 

113Y 

1140 

1141 

1142 A. 

1143 

1144 

1145 

1146 

1147 

1148 

Funding Cnnier’s funding responsibility and bill them for that amotml~ If Ihr 

Fund Administrator (or the Staff, as discussed below) had lo send out LMa 

Rrqoesls lo the large nnmber oflocal exchan_ee carriers and in1ere~chan~c 

carriers cetiificaled in Illinois, there woold undonbiedly be at leas1 delays in 

determining the source data for making a determination about intliGdu:d 

companies’ funding responsibililies and potential problems based on ihe 1imc 

period chosen as IO the availability oflhal mfonnnlion from individual companies’ 

books and rrcord~. Howver_ the vsc of an immediate data reqnesl might gather 

considerable data that could improve the estimating capabilities of the Fund 

Administrator. 

T;um jf lJre Commission deirrmines 13~11 Funding Ca~ers’rrspo!~sihililics should 

be eslimaled based on the year 2000 rc~enws as conlained in the companies ICC 

Anma Reports, are Ihere remaining impJemenia1ion problems with regard 10 the 

Fond Administrator’s ability lo promp1Jy send oui an approptiale bit1 lo the 

Funding Carriers? 

Yes, 1 believe there are. II is my understanding that the ICC Annual Reports of all 

types of local exchange carriers and interexchange catiers, except incumbent 

local exchange carriers, xe routinely accorded proprietary irealmenl by 

Commission Order. As a result, Ihe Fund Administrator could not gain access lo 

that information. I believe the Commission will need lo direct the Commission’s 

Slaffio collect the requisite information and supply it lo the Fund Adminisiralor 

OJ alternatively allow the Fund Administrator access lo that information. 
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1149 

1150 

1151 

1152 

1153 

1151 

1155 

1156 

1157 

115s 

1159 

IlhO 

1161 

1162 

1163 

1164 

1165 

1166 

1167 

1168 

1169 

J 170 

1171 

Q- 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Obvioosiy, the Fund Adminislraior should be requirrd lo accord proptieiary 

lrealmenl lo individual compmy inrormaiion. 

Jflhe Commission dcrennines lhnl lhere should be a uniform percentnge 

smchnrge applied by all Funding Caniex IO ct~slomers’ bills, JIOW should 11x11 be 

detemined and implcmenied? 

With regard IO the amo~mt of nny nniform percentage surchxge, Ihe Commission 

will either have IO sel thrill amounl for nn inilial period oflhe Fund based on the 

limiied information is nvnilable on the record or direct Ihc Fund Adminislralor lo 

defernine the nmounl ofihr snrcharge and inform the Carriers bxed npon 3 

Commission’s tlelrnnined da13 SOIITC~ or scnu~es. Once apin. in JighI of timing 

irnplemenintion issves. 11 >s my belief tha\ the :mvx~r~t of 11~ svrrJ~:ng,e can mosl 

:~ccrrraiely and besl be cslimaied using lhe yenr 2000 AnnnsJ Reports dais. 

.suppJemu~led. lfpossibJe_ by infomution @hued horn a dnta reqoesi. Whaievcr 

the Commission delemkxs, iheywill need IO speak with clarity in regard to any 

responsibililies designated IO 11~ Fond Administrator and in regard lo !he 

directions lo IJE Carriers. 

Jf the Commission adopts a mandatory uniform surcharge on inlrasfaie relail 

revenues as ihe basis for finding, what should be the relationship between the 

surcharge fimds collected and the funding obligations of the Funding Carriers? 

In the normal operation of the fund, they should be identical. The funds collected 

by the Funding Catiers from the surcharge should be the amount that lhey remit 
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1172 

J173 

1174 

1175 

1176 

1177 

1178 

J 179 

JIB0 Q. 

1181 A. 

1182 

1183 

1184 

1185 

1186 

1187 

1188 

1189 

1190 

1191 

1192 

1193 

1194 

IO tJ~e Fund Adminislrator~ This will reqnire ihe Fond adminislralor to rnofiilor 

carrfully 11x monthly funds as they come in and lo plati for sotne Jex~el of 

conlingcnry funds IO smooth over mo~111~Jy wrialions in rewnne collcc~ions. 

While this should be the normal opuation of ihe fund. once jl is working and a 

clenr and xcurn!e base of inlrasla~e relail ~E\~E~III~S has been rsiahlished, there 

will likely need to be some initial nlleralions in this melhod lo eslnblish lhe inilial 

funding of ihe new JlIS:F~ 

Do you have some specific ideas in mind regarding ihis inilial interim period? 

1 hnw some swgeslions in lhal regard 11~ouJJ Ihere may be oihcr ideas that would 

wvk cq~rally well. 1 beliwe IJKII 21 lhe inception of the fmd il wo~rhJ be 

appropriate tu establish initial Iwdin!, r~cJnirements hnsed 07) csGnnles of 

inlraslnte rel3il JeYeJlUeS from 1he 2000 Ann11a1 Hepurls and any dala Jeq”‘sl 

response informalion lhat mighl be @here& IniljaJ bi)Jing lo ilre funding 

carriers, for a petiocl of up lo six monlhs, would be made al fixed amo~mls based 

on 11~os.e &mates. ‘This would ~SSUJC ihe fund an iniiial assured amount of 

fundingwJGle data was gaihered OJI a monthly basis on actuaJ inlrastale retail 

revenues. Carriers would collect horn their reiail customers based on a uniform 

surcharge and report’lhe revenue base and the amounts collecfed lo the 

administrator. Alter three months of data is collected, the Fund Adminislralor 

could analyze the revenue base and the collecfions and be in a position lo updale 

the eslimaled surcharge, if necessary. Al the end oflhe sixth monlh, based on this 

updated data, the adminisirafor could slarl collecling funds based~on achd billing 
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' . 1195 

1196 

1197 

1198 Q. 

1199 

1200 A. 

1201 

1202 

1203 

1201 

1205 

ITOh 

1207 

1208 Q. 

1209 

1210 

1211 

121~2 

1213 A. 

1214 

1215 

1216 

~1217 

nmcnmls IO end users by ihe carriers ralhrr ihnn on a lixed monthly amounl based 

on 2000 esiimaied revenues. 

lflhe melhod is followrd, isn’l it likely 1ha1 some carriers will coJlect more ihan 

lheir lixed assessment from end usen while others may collecl less? 

There is a slrcing JikeliJ,ood 1ha1 would be ihe resr~ll~ 1 see Iwo possible 

resolniions IO lhis iswe. One is to simply recognize Ihal is a possibilily and 

require the carriers lo pwmnnenlly pay 111e fired assessmenl regardless ofwhal 

ihey collecf from end WETS. The second possibililyI and one lhal is fairer lo lhe 

Funding Catiers, is IO provide for a IDEup p,ocess s&r the six monlh period is 

ended IO ultimnlely brine the fnndin,o rcqui~cm~ni into line with Ihe amolmls 

collected from end wxrs~ 

V&on wilness Beanvais recommends more conslarll updating of data with 

regard lo inlrastaie reiail revenues presumably so bolh the amouni of the 

surcharge ind individual carrier’s responsibility can be determined and adjusied 

lo better reflect more recent data. Do you have any comments with regard lo ihk 

proposal? 

Firsl, with regard lo the inilial implemenlalion for ihe reasons I have indicaled 

above, tiwn and available data such as thal contained in the year 2000 ICC 

Annual Reports, should be used so there will no1 be a disruption in funding. On a 

going forward basis, I recommend that funding obligations be based on the actual 

end User surcharge ~e~eme collected from lhe cusiomers. I~~owever, in my 
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1118 
* . 

1219 

1720 

1221 

1722 

1223 

1224 

opinion, there are administrative rosl consideralions and policy considerations as 

il pertains IO how often 11,~ Commission would want 10 alter lhe prrcemage 

amonnl of a customer sorcharge. Ncilher the size of any Fund ihst is proposed 

here 3,OJ Ihe nmounl of the surch3r~e is SO ge3l lhal U~WCCSS~~~ ndmini~trali~e 

expenses should be incurred or cdomers confwed lo obtain a “more precise” 

calcul;llion. 

1226 

1727 

1278 

I??? 

1231 

I232 

1233 

1234 

1235 

1236 

1237 

1238 

1239 

1240 

Q- In delwminin_e a Funding Catier’s runding responsibility, nre there other issues 

lhnl will need IO be considerrd? 

A. Yes. there are. FirslY an individual Funding Canier’s financial rcsponsibilily 

r~rds lo include their share of the cost ofadminislralion~ Since this is an enG~ely 

new Fund with many mox Fw~lin~ Cmirrs snrl Ihe Adminislrnlor potenlinlly 

having additional obligarions, in any opinion_ the COSI of the fund ndminislration 

cmnol be accuratelyp~ojecl~d al this lime. An adequate amorml should be 

allowed for fund adminislration costs to cover ihe high side ofwhat might occur. 

Iflhere is an over recowry in Ihe firs1 year, those amonnls would be available lo 

defray expenses in the second year. 

Second, differing from the existing Illinois High Cost Fund and DEM Weighting 

Fund, which are funded by a few well established and in most cases large Illinois 

carriers, the new Fund will have IiteralJy hundreds of carriers with funding 

responsibility. It would be naive not lo anticipate some caniers wjlh funding 

responsibilities who will not pay ihe amounts for which they are billed, and al 
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* 1 1241 

JZ42 

1743 

1244 

1745 

1236 

1247 

1249 

1750 

1251 

1252 

, :i3 

1254 

1256 

1257 

I258 

1259 

1260 

1261 

1762 

A piece pxi of one IIJC recommendations contained in Verizon witness Re;lnv~is’ 

May II,2001 tesiimonywas that 11~eFund Admitiisiralor could be given au~bori~y 

10 order hi11er confribulions 3s needed, presnmably IO enstJJe 11m1 ihe Fund size 

is cslnblished by the Commission, inclnding admi~JklJalk expe~~s~, 3~ hJlly 

hhi. Do you ;rgcc w;lh that recomn,cJrdnlion? 

This is m option ihnl sbo~~ld be considered by the Commissior~ nnd one which J 

would s\1ppor1. 

Are ihese issues that could be furlher discussed in the workshop lhat the parties 

have agreed shouid be conducted? 

Yes, they ax. I would supporf their discussion in the workshcips and oiher ideas 

that could make initial and ongoing implementalion of the fund as smooth as 

possible. TO the extent lhat the workshop results in fwher OJ diKerent 

recommendations, I irust the parties will find a way to appropriate put those 

before the Commission. However, the Commissi& must act on these issues in 
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* * 1263 

1264 new JUSF immediately nfier tmnin~lion of Ihe existing fronds. 

1265 

1266 

1267 

126s 

I269 

1270 

1271 

1277 

127? 

1274 

1275 

I276 

1277 

1278 

Q- 

A. 

Tnming now away from initial irnp~emwlalion issues lo ongoing fund issues, y011 

indialed earlier in ~OIJT I~sl~n~o~~y that certain pwfies apparenlly envision an 

anm~al filing process of boll) D rateof-return showing: and perhaps_ updnled 

studies ofthe economic costs orproviding universal service. Plense commenl. 

The Commission will obviously hn\fe lo determine how onen ihcre will be D 

review ~JJ regnrtl to the lewl of funding and whal role the Commission desires IO 

plny OT delegnle to .m ndminislrator on 3 goins forward bnsis. ,4s J slated earlier, 

imposing nnm~;ll cosls on lhe companies, the Commission. and olh~r pnrlies lo 

perrum studies: iwiew slrtdies, make filjn_es. and hold henrings should be 

avoided ,f 31 all possib2e~ 1 would also lhink lhat all porlies and the Commission 

wovld agree what 3 complex Jitigaled proceeding, nrch as 111at in which we are 

cunenlly imolved, is an expensive process and should no1 become an annual 

event. TM is certainly the DTA’s posilion. 

1279 

1280 

1281 

1282 

1283 

1284 

1285 

At pages 52-54 ofmy Direct Teslimony, I recommended that the JUSF fimding 

amounls be reviewed relalivelyinfrequeniJy, such as on a three or five year 

limetable. I also indicated thai funding should no1 be frozen during that three lo 

five year ptiod bul lhaf ifinduslly policy changes al ihe stale OF federal levels 

that would cause changes in a company’s rawwe streams, that this proceeding 

should be reopened or a further proceeding iniliated lo take into accounl the 

order lo implemenl the fund and provide neressa~ funding IO the recipients of the 
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1286 
, 4 

1287 

1788 

1289 

1290 

l79.1 

I296 

12?7 

I298 

1299 

1300 

1301 

1302 

1303 

1304 

1305 

1306 

1307 

1308 

chmgrd rj~c~ms~nnces. In addilion, individual companies should be allowed IO 

make appropriate individual company fiJin_~s ifthey have 3 change of 

circrnnslances in light of Ihe rnle-of~retum conslrainl. ‘Jhe nerd for companies lo 

make mdividual company filing would be absohllely necrssnry if Ihe 

Commission adopted (which 1 betkve ihey should nol) any limilalion based on 

HA1 qm3liiications in his proceeding. 

Nolhing conlained in the lesli~nonyo~proposnls ofother wilnesses lend me lo 

change my proposnl and recommendation. II would be Ihe leas1 coslly and leas1 

liti_eious, while preserving IO the Commission and all affected parties 111e ability IO 

rropcn issues related to lhe Universal Service Fund bnsetl on industry poljcy 

chnngcs 31 riitrr lhc sir11c or Jkder:d level and &n~s indiGJu:d compnnics lo 

have Iheir needs ndtlressed 11 lhcy have a KIS~JI lo hve those needs addressed 

based on a change in circumslances. 

Q. 

A. 

Do you beliqz your proposal is supporled by the statutory requiremenls ofTA 

96? 

Yes, 1 do. One of the universal servjce principles contained in 5 254(b)(S) is that 

"There should be specific, predictable and suficienf Federal and Stale 

mechanisms to preserve and advance Universal Service.” I cannot overemphasize 

the need for 11x small Illinois companies IO have both predictable and sufficient 

slate support so they can plan for, budgel and make necessary investmenls lo 

provide the supporied services. 
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Ii09 
* . 

1310 

1311 

1312 

1313 

131.1 

131s 

Q- 

A. 

Did the Fcdrrnl Commnnic~lions Commission in its recenl Order approvingl with 

rt7lain modilicalions lo7 lhe Rural Task Force Report reference on numcmw 

occ&ions I~JOII~~O~~I ils Order 3s one oflhe reasons Ihey were ndopling the Rural 

Task J-orce Reporl and ihe Jive yew Plan was becnvse il provided specific, 

prediclable and snlficienl Federal supporl lo companies who were in n posilion lo 

make .~pp~~ptiale in~estmenls to srrpporl lhe provision of Unjversal Srrvicc? 

Yes, that is conrr~. 

1316 

1317 FUNDMG METHODOl.OGY ISSUES 

1318 

1319 

3320 

J321 

1322 

1323 

1321 

Plcasc comment on lhe posilions of Siaffzmd the olher &lies reeardin_e the 

approptiole funding ~r~~ethodoJogy for n 0 13-301(d) Universal Service Funds 

I belie\-e lhal St;lIfwiincss Clawen. ni page 2 of his KebWal Testimony, corrcclly 

char:~cle~~i?es lhe posilions ofolhrr Pnrlies 11~31 all either supporl OJ we willing lo 

accept 3 fwxiing melhodology based on ihe Carrier’s inlraslale relall revenues. 

This is consislenl with Slaf’fs posilion and the IITA’s recommendation contained 

in my Direct Teslimony. Consistent with Ihe requirements of 5 13-301 (d), all 

1325 

1326 

costs of the Fund should “be recovered 6om all loca! exchange and interexchange 

telecommunications carriers certificated in Illinois”. 

1327 

1328 

1329 

1330 

1331 

Q~ 

n 

Q- 

A. 

J 332 

An&tech witness Tom O’Brien, at pages 8 and 9 ofhis Direct Tesiimony, 

suggesls that the Commission should consider whether wireless carriers should 

also be subject lo ihe funding requirement. Do you agree? 

No, and cerlainly not in this phase of the proceedings. First, as indicaled above, 5 

13-301 (d) speaks specifically as io who the Funding Carriers should be and does 
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I . 1333 

1334 

1335 

1337 

1335 

1337 

1340 

1334 

Ji45 

J34G 

1347 

1348 

1349 

1350 

1351 

J352 

1353 

1354 

1355 

Any consideration lhnt e~p:wling lhe scope of Funding Carriers beyond all local 

and in~erexrhange telecommunications carriers cerljfiraled in Illinois should be 

dune in n subsequent phase ~Cihese proceedirigs or a difkrenl proceedhg after 

zpproprjaie nolice. liasul on my parlicipkm in ihe r~rkshnys conduclcd by ihe 

Staffin ronnrciion wjth these proceedings, ii is my mdcrslmlling Ihal there was 

concrurcnre 111at any considerniion or wpanding the scope of Funding C~tirrs 

wovld be done in a srrbsequ~nl phase orthe procecdings~ Ewn if consideralions 

were given, it is my layman’s ophon ihai a slaluiory revision would be necessary 

Q- 

A. 

Jf the Commission determines ihal the Funding Carriers should impose a 

surcharge on customer bills, on what basis should the surcharge be imposed? 

The surcharge should be a set percentage markup lo be imposed by all Funding 

Carriers on ihe amount of the end user customers bill for intrastate 

lelecommunicatjons services. 1 agree with the testimony of Staff wiiness Clausen, 

al pages 4 and 5 of his Rebuttal Testimony, with regard lo why ihat is ihe 

approptiale methodology. 
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1358 

1359 

1360 

1361 

1’62 

3363 

J 364 

1’65 

I?66 

1367 

1’68 

1369 

1370 

1371 

1372 

1373 

1374 

1375 

1376 

1377 

J378 

In addilion, as Mr. Clausen acknowledges in his leslimony, any necessary changes 

in the billing systems would nol, jn my opinion, make it possible lo implement 

any such proposal in the neaJ fulure. 
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. a 1379 While firs1 and kr?rnosI 1 believe ihc SW’s pJ@posat is jll~conceived and should 

1380 no1 be adopted, any CO~S~~~J~I~OII of Stairs p10posa1 OJ similar proposals should 

1381 no1 be addressed in this phase of 11~~ dockels bui should be considered in a 

13x1 svbscqncnl phase ol the dockcis. 

1393 v. Whai will the COIIJI~~SS~OJJ need IO do ifii determines there should be a “Ime-up” 

J3?4 pflhc 1998; 1979,ZOOO and 2001 DEM Weighling Funds fOJ any sub-set of 

1395 years? 

1396 A. The Commission will need 10~ clearly set fofih the methodology lo be used for any 

1397 ordered Ime-up. II will need IO identify ihe data ihat is lo be used for each year of 

1398 the true-up. The Commission should direct the ISCECA to implement the true-up 

1399 and direct all DEM Weighting Funding Carriers to provide the requisite data lo 

J400 the ISCECA so Ihe lme-up can be implemented and compleied in a limely 

1401 manner. The JSCECA will need the authotity and the ability to Iirsf~bilJ and 
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( I 1402 

1403 

1404 

1405 

1407 

1408 

1409 

1317 

1416 

1417 

1419 

1420 RESPONSE TO STAFF ADJUSTMENT TO FEDERAL USF 

1421 Q. Please describe the federal USF funding adjuslmenl that Staff made in Bill VOX’S 

1422 ieslimony, ICC Slaff Exhibit 7.0, Schedule 7.20. 

1423 
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1424 

1425 

1,126 

1477 

1428 

1,179 

1430 

1431 

1432 

1433 

143.1 

1436 

1437 

1438 

1439 

1440 

1441 

1442 

1443 

1444 

1445 

1446 

A. Jhe xijustmeni made by Mr. Voss is iniendrd 10 adjusl ihe ewnings levels of the 

compnnies 10 reflecl chonses in federal USF support eslimnled for 2001 in 

compntison wilh Ihnl ac~oally received in 2000. There are Ihree cornyonenls 

included in 111~ Slnff’s Federal frmding xJjw,irnent that appeared in StaTrE~hjbil 

7.0, Schrdnle 7~20~ ~Jhe three (3) Tw~is that comprise the adjuslmenl that Slaff 

made ax 1hc lrnditionnl Jfigh Cost Loop (MCI~) fund_ 1he Local Swilchjng 

Support Fmxl (LSS) and 1he Long Tcnn Support Fond (LX). StaNlook the 2001 

annmlixd ~ewn~ws horn all ihree funds 2nd compared lhe revrnoes lo lhe 2000 

fundins 3s rrpor~rd by the Vniversnt Service Adminislrnlion Corpor~lion (USAC) 

and rrdjnslcd for the krt-nse OT drcrmse in hsc hds~ 

Q. 

A., 

Why we you in agreement with the adjusimenl r&led 10 lhe HCL find? 

The irmease in USF funding related lo the HCL fund is known and measurable 

and will red1 in increaSed revenues lo ihe individual companies. Therefore, 1 

agree wilh this adjusiment. 1 have discussed this matter with representatives of 

ihe individual companies and they agree to this adjustmen as well. 
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J 450 

1453 Q. 

1456 

1459 

I460 

1461 

1462 

1463 

1464 

1465 

1466 

1467 

1468 

I469 Q. 

lhe told n~eme recejved by the company will remain unchanged al ihe level of 

the funding requiremenl. Sincelhe~companywill receivenomore total revenues 

than iheir funding requirement which is already JefleCled in lhe earnings analysis 

[here should be no adjuslmenl for changes in LTS supporf. 

Js the mechanism the same in regard lo Jocal .wilchinS supporl? 
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k . 
1470 A. 

1471 

1472 

1473 

1473 

1475 

1476 

1475 

1479 

J4SO 

1481 Q. 

1483 

1484 

1485 

1486 

1487 

1488 

1489 

1490 

1491 

1492~ 



: 

* . 1493 

1494 

1495 

1496 

1477 

1498 

1439 

1500 

1501 

1507 

1503 

1 504 

1505 

1506 

1507 

1508 

1509 

1510 

1511 

1512 

1513 

1514 

Q- 

A. 

Jlave you prepared m A~lnclmenl showing 1he breakdown oflhe kderal snpporl 

deyeloped by S~nJTwilness Voss into its three componeni patis and lhe 

$propnaie xjmirncnt for only 11~ HCL suppori cJ~an_ee? 

J have. Allxhed is WA Exhibit 4. A11acJm~nl 6 showing the breakdown of the 

Told Federnl High Cos1 Funding by JICLI LSS nnd LJS. Pase 1 OJ 4 shows 3 

smmmy of IIK chance ,n lhe federal snppori by componm! and lhe IoloJ chnn_ee 

in the lhree components. The lofal amounl on IJGS schedule ;rerees wilh ICC Staff 

Exhibit 7.0, Schedule 7 20, Page J of 2. Pages 2 ~hro~~_eh 4 of lhis Ailnchmcnl 

show the calculalion oflhe differences in PKII oflhe individnal componcnis for 

each compnny for HCLi LTS_ nntf LSS respeclivrly. Ynye 2 which drpicls Ihe 

HCL support chanze between 2000 and 2001 hns wme 3ddJtmnal coJwnns :%s 

well. (~ol~~mn(e)conlsinslI~c~even~~eincrea~ ord~rrenscfor 2001 over 2000. 

the amount thai I have sgeed is 313 nppropri:~le nrljwlm~nl. Colnmn (0 reflccls 

for individual companies the ndjusimenls that were made in lheiriniljal eamin~s 

filings r&led IO this issue. Column (9) reflec1s then IJX addilional adjuslmenl 

Ihai would beneeded IO the company’s earnings fiJin_es lo anive al 311 adjusled 

IUSF fundingrequest level. 1 will include in a separaie allacJxnen1 a revised 

calculaiion of the individoai company IlJSF hmding requesl levels. 

CONCLUSION 

Q- ARer reviewing all the testimony presented in the case, does the JITA still support 

its iniiial proposal IO lhe Commission for determining IUSF funding? 
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1516 

1517 

1518 

1519 

1520 

1521 

1522 

1523 Q. 

1524 

1525 

1526 A 

1527 

152s 

1529 

1530 

1531 

1532 

1533 

1534 

1535 

1536 

Yes, jl does. I have lrird lo ~csppontl lo the lesljmony of olhfr parties and provide 

OIIJ raljonale for supporline lhe use of ihe HAJ model only 3s a proxy 1001 wiih 

ihe relevsnl analysis from this tool being done for the group of sm;lJJ JJJinois 

companies as n whok The JITA continues lo suppo11 its proposaJ for casing ihe 

erisling rnles as the affordable rdes and a_g~ees ihl the e?nbcdded cosl earnings 

nnalysis should be wed IO dctwmine JUST; funding without Jimjtations from 

individual compmy JIAJ rewlis. 

In )'OIIT supplemental direct lcslimony you presenled a schedule showing Ihe told 

JUSF funding reqwsled by the companies. Are you presrnliny a revised schedule 

ofthat funding ;vno~m~? 

J am. IJTA E-ihibil 4; Aiinthment I Opresenls a revised sclxdnle of ihc rrqwied 

funding 3mounls with re&n ndjr]stmenls from the injlial ~~ncnmls~ Jhe schedule 

shows the inilial requested amount, adjusimcnis made by individual companies 

since the inilial filing, and the additional adjuslment J have accepled lo refleci the 

2001 change in federal high cosl loop funding discussed above. 77~ Attachmen 

shows a requesied funding requirement of $J4,145,178. J am concerned thai due 

lo the lack of time to ihoro?tghly review lhe rebuttal feslimony filed by individual 

pa&s that not all the individual company adjustments ihat have been accepted by 

thecompanies maybe reflected in this schedule. 1 will continue to review and 

verify the schedule, and if additional changes are needed will provide a conecied 

copycat the time of Ihe hearing. 

1537 
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L . 1538 Q. Does ihis conclude your feslimony? 

1539 /‘L Yes.il does, 

1540 
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JITA Exhibil 4; AIIachmenl 1 

1 Plant Type Assumptions 
2 Frsction of Buried Plmt for 

Shin 
3 Slnlrll,re Shnting 

4 End OfJice Swlt~hing 

STandem Routed Trnffic 
6 Tol;ll Interoffice Traffic 

FJ3CliOlJ 

7Cosi of CapitzJ 
8 Fonvnrd Looking i‘letwork 

OpU3tiOnS 
3Local Number Porlnbilily 

1 OBilling/J3illjng Inquiry 
11 Carrier io Carrier Cus10mer 

SeJvke 
12 COE Switching and 

Transmission Expense 
FX~OJS 

Tolal Recommendation 
6 

% 
S 
$ 

s 

$ 

$ 

61.01 $ 

61~01 % 
61.01 IS 

61.01 % 
61.01 % 

61.01 % 
61.01 % 

61.01 5 
61.01 % 
61.01 $ 

61.01 $ 

61.01 % 

61.01 $ 

58.56 xi 

Gl.DJ $ 

18.61 xl 

64.92 $ 
53,67 % 

62~32 % 
60.71 $ 
63.87 % 

61.13 S 

64.18 $ 

91.67 $ 

(2.45) -4.0% 

0.00 0~0% 

17.60 28~8% 

3~91 6.44’, 
(1~34) -2.2:C 

(3~25) -7 09; 
3~iV JS3?& 

1~31 2.1% 
(0.30) -0.5% 
286 4~7% 

0.12 0.2% 

3.16 5.2% 

30.66 50.3% 
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3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
IS 
I6 
1 ‘I 
JR 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
I;, 
2s 
:6 
27 
23 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
4s 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 

1. While lhe weather and geography are same lor Ihe tleciric and i&phone company in a given 
focalion, Ihe refaiive cost 01 aerial and buried plant conslruclion are differeni~ lhese differences 
have a sic~n~lrcani relalicnship lo saleiy considerations because 01 ihe difference in elecirical currenl 
carried owl l&phone plant (iypically 48 volis and less than .5 amps) vs~ ihaf in eleclrical dislribuiion 
pianl (lypicalfy hundreds or lhousands of volls and significant amps). 

Typically, telephone companies have found lhai the lolaI cosf of ov+rship 01 buried cable is less 
ihan fhai 01 awial cables Aerial cable firs1 cost is almosl always less lhan buried cable. However. in 
nreas such as Illinois. whew lhere is deep sorl cover lhai accommodales plow lype placement ol 
buried cable, ihe addilional lirsl cosl of buried cable over aerial cable is small. Aerial cables are 
subjeci lo damage due IO lighlening. wind. and ice. Buried cables in Illinois are subjecl lo failure 
mainly lrom uninlenlionaf dig~ups (Illinois loriunalely does not have eilher earthquakes or permalrosl 
heaves. which do cawe signilicani damage lo buried cables.) Thus, in areas such as Illinois, ihe 
small firs1 cosi advaniage of aerial cable is otfsei by much higher mainienance cosis over ihe lile of 
Ihe cable. ~fhe total life cosi ol buried cable is low& ihan lor aerial in Illinois. In areas where fhere is 
signilicanl hard rock near the surface, Ihe firs1 cost dilierence increases, and at some poinl. ihe iolal 
fife cost 01 aerial cable becomes lower. In lhose areas. i&phone companies iypicafly employ aerial 
rather lhan buried cables~ Such areas as the Appalachian Mountains and Hawaii. which have very 
hard rock wilt, limited soil cover. uliliie a fa!ge amouni ol rvral aerial lelephone consirucl~on~ 

Eleciric companies have lound aerial cable lo be lower in tolal life costs in mo:A areas due lo Ihe 
signlficanlfy higf~w lirsi cosi of construclion of buried eleciric. cable when compared wilh aerial 
rlerlric cables Buried eleclric cable musl be insufaied. whereas aerial~pnwer cables are typically 
bare condt~cfors fhat use the air befween the conduclors lor insulafion~ This resulls in much higher 
rnalcrial cosls for bulied cable vs. aerial cable. in addition, because power cable is s11if and bulky. 
lrenching is required [vs~ plowing) for consl~uclion. Trenches for buried elecllic cable typically have 
lo be lhree lo four feel deep. ~Typicaf cosl of consiruction for plow type conslruclion is $2~50 per foot, 
compared with $6.00 or more per fool iypical of trench consiruclion~ Thus, even if buried electric 
cable has a lower annual mainfennnce cosi. the hiyh firs1 cost difference gives the overall fifelime 
cost advantage lo aerial eleclric cable. Information received lrom one source in ihe electric indusfry 
indicated lhsl cost of buried lhree~phase eleclrical plan1 is almost 60% higher than aerial eleclric 
planl~ 

In addilion. many older buried electric cables have experienced high maintenance cosls. Eleclric 
currenl flowing in cables ihaf pass fhrwgh wel surrounding material (soil) causes corr@on through 
an efeclrochemicaf process known as eleclrofysis. The higher lhe eleclric current. the grealer the 
corrosion. Thus, a small hole in ihe insulaiion oi an eleclric cable can cause corrosion and failure. 
Buried electric cable is much more susceptible lo eleclrdysis than aerial efeclric cable. Wiih buried 
cable the surrounding soti remains damp much 01 ihe year, whereas aerial cable is wel only when il 
rains. In addiiion, chemicals in soif that speed up efeclrolysis are nol present in ihe air surrounding 
aerial cables. Thus. depending cn sol chemistry and walw condii-wts, buried electric cabie may 
have a significanily higher mainienance cosl than aerial electric cable. 

Telephone cables, that carry much lower eleciric currents. and are encased in sheaihs ihal are f&d 
wiih a Vaseline-like waler repelfanl filler. do nol normally experience corrosion due lo elecirotysis. 
Typically. buried telephone cables have longer fife lhan aerial lefephone cables ihal are sub&l lo 
damage from lightening. wind, and ice. 
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12 
13 
JR 
15 
16 
17 
18 

19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

Disfribution Ca 

Density Lone 

05 

5100 

100200 

200650 

650~ 850 

8502,550 

2,5505,000 

5.000-10.000 

10,000+ 

Sizing Faclors 1 

Factors 
-__-__ 

~50 

~55 

55 

~60 

65 

1D 

.75 

~i5 

~i5 



3 FCC Cable Sizing Faclors 

4 

55~0% 
55.oy 
GO.Oyt 
7o.oy 

J 75.0% 
75.07 
75.07; 
i5~Oy: 
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l,IELIc~IBLE 
!NFL,GIBLE 
INELIG,BLE 

INELIG,BLE 
INEL,G,BLE 
INELIGIBLE _____ 

INELIGIBLE 
INELIG,BLE 
INELIGIBLE 
1NELKXBLE 
INELIGIBLE 

,NEL,G,BLE 

,NEL,GIBLE 
INELK5,BLE 



Line iJ 

(3) 

1 ADAMS 7 El COOP 
2 ALHAMBRA-GRANTFORK 
3 CAMBRIDGE 7EL CO NIL 
4 CASS COUNTY TEL CO 
5 C~R‘IEL CO 
6 CROSSVILLE 1EL CO 
7 EGYPTIAN COOP ASSN 
8 EL PASO TEL CO 
9 FLAT ROCK TEL CO-OP 

10 FRONTIER-DEPUE 
11 FRON~TlER OF IlI.INOIS 
12 FRONTIER OF LAKESIDE 
13 FRDNTIER,MIDLAF.~D 
14 FRONTIER-PRAIRIE 
15 F RON.FICR-SCHUYLER 
16 GLPSFORD IEL CO 
17 GW\F~TON TEL CO 
18 GKIDLEY TEL CO 
19 I~lAHRlSONVltLE 7EL CO 
70 HENRY COLJN~lY TEL CO 
2~1 IHOME JEL CO-ST JACOB 
22 LA HARPE TEL CO 
73 LEAF RIVERTEI. CO 
24 MADISON TEL CO 
25 MCDONOUGH 7EL COOP 
26 MCNABB TEL co 
27 METAMORATEL CO 
28 MID CENTURY TEL COOP 
29 MONJROSE MUTUAL TEL 
30 MOULTRIE INDEPENDENT 
31 NEW WINDSORTEL CO 
32 ODtN TEL EXCH INC 
33 ONEIDA TEL EXCHANGE 
34 REYNOLDS TEL CO, INC 
35 SHAWNEE TELEPHONE CO 
36 TONICA TEL CO 
37 VIOLA HOME TEL CO 
38 WABASH TEL COOP, INC 
39 WOODHUlL COMMUNITY 

l&F REOLJESTING COMPANIES 
Svmmaryof F~derrtl70131 Hiyh Cosl Fund Sopporl 

For the Years 2000 and 2001 

. ., -,.... I. 
Allachmenl 6 

Page 1 014 

Change in Change in 
HCL LTS 

Change in 
LSS 

(e) 

Tolal Change 

Cc) 
In Federal Support 

(1) 

$ 96.021 B 
147 

(4,242) 
38,598 
71,915 

6,474 
(115,746) 

(59.997) 
2,316 
1,755 

4 5.510 

(57,444) 

tio.700 

(ff4J) 
17,529 
26.394 

356~838 
7,278 

75,450 
83.928 

(29,862) 
145.167 

99.105 
5,664 

96,735 

www 
(151,308) 

7,626 
(44,172) 

8.058 
~221.928 

8.094 
3.252 

12,438 

2,700 $ 
737 
780 

1.488 
3,060 

264 
3,648 

708 
60 

384 

COO 
936 
996 

ts.K?a 
732 

3,252 
2,100 
2,472 
5,076 
2,700 

228 
1,224 
3,240 

612 
1,824 

288 

22% 

228 
2.412 

288 
348 

1.140 

(19,896) $ 78,825 
(2,316) (1.437) 
V.112) (5.574) 

58.764 98,850 
(16.872) 8,103 

2.7’72 9.510 
(15.228) (127,326) 
23,064 (36.225) 
26.928 29.304 

5,892 8.031 
100.560 146.070 

6,8lG 6.816 
129,636 72.192 

(6.864) (6.864) 
106.7~16 187.416 

5,856 6.015 
6,648 75.113 

%4,!540 5 1,930 
(358,416) 14,250 

(792) 7,218 
38.092 117,594 

1,344 87,372 
(28.344) (55,734) 
66.120 2 16,363 
55,056 156,861 
(1,296) 4,596 

(17,724) W5W 
13,092 113,m7 
23,532 11.154 
34,368 (115.1~16) 

t ,308 9,722 

VP8) (44.724) 
43,320 43,320 

7,464 15,750 
75,624 299,w 

(2,316) 6,066 
8,508 12.108 

(1,152) (12) 
W’W 5.567. 

$ 992,718 $ 62,724 $ 383,688 $ 1.43!3,130 



IIJSF REOUESTING COMPANfES 
Sumrnzy of High Cosf Loop Funding 

For Ihe Years 7000 and 2001 

nnachment 6 
Page2014 

7000 
IICL 

2001 
HCL Increase/ Original Addifional 

Company 

IW 

Annualized Annualized (DEWeaSe) Adjustmenl Adjs. Needed -.-- 
(C) Cd) k) (‘1 (9) 

1 ADARlSlEL COOP 
1 ALHAhlRRAGFlRN~fF ORK 
3 CAMBRIDGE ‘I E L CO -1L 
4 CASS COUNiY 7EL CO 
5 C~RlEL CO 
G CROSSVlllE ~I EL CO 
7 FGYPllAN COOP ASSN 

a EL PASO~fEL CO 

9 FlAT ROCK 7EL COOP 

IO FRONlfER~DEPUE 
11 FROtJllER OF 111 INOIS 
12 FRONTIEROF LAKESIDE 
13 FR@N~ffER~MlDLAND 
14 F RON7 IF R. PRAIRIE 
15 FRONlfFR~SCfIUYLEfi 
16 GIASFORD TEf CO 
17 G~FlON~fEL CO 
1R GRIDLEY 71 I CO 
19 HARRlSONVIILE TEL CO 
70 HENRY COUNfY 1EL CO 
71 HOhlE 1 El CLI~ST JACOR 
22 ILA HARPE 7 EL CO 
73 LEAF RfVER.fEL CO 
14 MADISON TEL CO 
75 MCDONOUGH ‘TEL COOP 
26 MCNABU ~TtL CO 
77 ME~lAMOM TEL CO 
28 MID CENTURY 1EL COOP 
29 MONlROSE MUTUAL 7EL 
30 MOLJL~IRIE INDEPENDENT 
31 NEW WINDSORTEL CO 
32 ODIN TEL EXCH INC 
33 ONEIDATEL EXCfiANGE 
34 REYNOLDSTEL CO, INC 
35 SHAWNEE TELEPHONE CO 
36 TONICATEL CO 
37 VIOLA HOME TEL CO 
36 WABASH TEL COOP, INC 
39 WOODHULL COMMUNIM 

B 168.405 B 764.476 rs 96.021 16 $ 96.021 
51 .a55 
25.344 

177,290 
397.419 

15.mo 
534.378 

94,757 

15.117 

34.260 

52:002 147 
21,102 (4,242) 

165.668 38,598 
419.334 21,915 

22.464 6,474 

418,632 (115.746) 
34.2GO (59,997) 

2.316 2,316 
16.932 1,755 
79.770 45,510 

267.048 709.604 (5?,444) 

60.700 
44r 

167,363 
31.102 

1~435~980 
30.282 

534.624 
335,507 
141,407 
699.11 f 
163.665 

48.414 

179.897 
57,576 

l,i97.818 
37.560 

FlO,O74 
419,430 
111.540 
844,278 
267.770 

54.0~78 

@O.iOO 

(44’) 
1~1,529 
i‘6.394 

356,638 
7,278 

7s,450 
03.928 

(29,062) 
,45,167 
99,105 

5,664 

172,425 
12,590 

430.276 
16.152 

383.418 

269,lGO 

nif,970 

23,778 
339,246 

96.735 
(17.990) 

(151.308) 
7.626 

(44.172) 

15.984 24.042 8.058 
135.084 357,012 221.926 

15.894 23.986 8.094 
14,856 16,108 3,252 

12,438 12.436 12,438 

21.9~15 

(115,746) 
(59.997) 

30.681 
356.838 

75,450 

(29,474) 
212.4 12 

99.105 
5.664 

96,735 
(12,990) 

(44.172) 

9,456 

.I47 

(4247) 
38,598 

6,474 

2.316 
1.755 

45.510 

(57.444) 

a0.700 

(441) 
17,529 
(J,ZSi) 

7,278 

83,928 

(438) 
(67245) 

(151.308) 
7.626 

8.058 
nl.926 

l1.362) 
3,252 

$ 6.511.470 $ 7.504.188 5 992,718 s 645,927 $ 346,791 



IIJSF REOUESTlNGCOMPANlES 
Summary 01 Long Term Supporl 

For the Years 2000 and 2001 

Lilx x 

(3) 

Company ,____~- 
tb) 

1 ADAMS TEL COOP 
2 ALHAMBRA~GRANIFORK 
3 CAMBRIDGE ~1 E 1 CO. IL 
4 CASS County TEL CO 

5 CUR TEL CO 

6 CROSSVILLE 1EL CO 
7 EGYPltAN COOP ASSFJ 

8 EL PASO 1EL CO 
9 FLAT ROCKlEL CO~OP 

~10 FRON’IIE~<~DEPUE 

1~1 FRONltEROF ILLINOIS 

17 FRONlIER OF LAKESIDE 

13 FRON~IIER~MIDLAND 

14 FRON~IIER~PRA1RlE 

15 FRONltER~SCI-IUYLER 

16 GLASFORDlEI CO 

17 GRRFlC’N IEL CO 

18 GRIDLEY~ TEL 00 

19 t1ARRl!SONVILlE 1EL CO 

70 HENRY COUNN 7EL CO 
21 HOME 1EL COAST JACOB 
27 I~.4 HARF’E IEL co 
23 LEAF RIVERTEL CO 
24 MADlSONlEL CO 
25 MCDONOLJGH .TEL COOP 
26 MCNABB 7EL CO 
27 METAMORATEL CO 
28 MID CENlURY TEL COOP 
29 MON?ROSE MLFtUAL TEL 
30 MOULTRIE INDEPENDENT 
31 NEW WlNDSOR 1EL CO 
32 ODIN TEL EXCH INC 
33 ONEtDAlEl EXCHANGE 
34 REYNOLDS TEL CO. INC 
35 SHAWNEE TELEPHONE CO 
36 SONtCA TEL CO 
37 VIOLA HOME TEL CO 
38 WABASH TEL COOP, INC 
39 WOODHULL COMMUNIM 

2DDu 
LlS 

(d - 

2m1 Increase/ 
LTS (DecreaSe) 

W k) 

181,248 183.948 2.700 
40,888 49,620 732 
52.452 53.737 780 
99.636 lOi. 1,488 

?05.188 708,248 3.060 

18,360 18.624 264 

244,344 247.997 3,648 
47,784 48,497 708 

3.612 3,672 60 

25,260 25.644 384 

10.660 4 1.76R 600 

63.396 64.332 936 
67.380 68,336 906 

1,062,776 1~078.1O.t 15,028 

49.368 50.100 732 
218,904 122.156 3,257 
141.696 143,796 2,100 

166,536 lG9.008 2.472 
34 1,064 346,140 5,076 
180,696 183,396 2.700 

14,724 14.952 228 
82,416 83.640 1,224 

217,068 220,308 3.240 

41,244 41,856 617 

122,352 124,176 1.824 

19,908 20,196 288 

151.824 154.080 2,256 

15.384 15,612 228 

161,748 164,160 2.412 
18,972 19.260 x33 
23.472 23,820 348 
76.176 77,316 1,140 

8,064 8.184 120 

,wanme*~ 0 
Page 3 of 4 

S 4,212.108 S 4.274.832 $ 62,724 



Line #I 

(8) 

2000 
Company LSS 

tb) 

1 ADAlvlS TEL COOP 358.284 
2 ALHAMBRkGKANTFORK 117.108 
3 CAMBRIDGE ‘TEL CO IL 124,944 
4 CASS COLJlJlY TEL CO 245,592 
5 CUR 1EL CO 177.758 
G CROSSVILLE TEL CO 64.560 
7 EGYPTIAN COOP ASSN 645.528 
8 EL PASO TEL CO 267,228 
9 FLAJ ROCK ~TEL COO!’ 90.758 
10 FRON~JJER~DEPIJE 58.848 
~1 1 FRONTIER OF IL1 INOIS 361.848 
12 FRON’JIEROF LAKESIDE 6 1 .9.14 
13 F RON1 IE R- MIDLAND 4 15.632 
14 FR@NJIER~PKAlR1E 30.564 
IS FRON~IIER~SCHUYI.CR 160.896 
~1 6 GLASFOHD TEI- CO 78.240 
17 GRAf~fON ‘IFL CO 130.084 
18 GRID1 FRY ~TEL CO 366.324 
19 HARKISONVILLE TEL CO 949,248 
70 HENRY COUNTY JEI~ CO 103,512 
21 HOME IEL CO-ST JACOB 291.912 
22 LA HARFE TEL CO 1 13,304 
23 LEAF RIVER TEL CO 249,240 
24 MADISON ~JEL CO 506,316 
25 MCDONOUGH TEL COOP 265,536 
26 MCNABB TEL CO 110.292 
27 METAMORATEL CO 327.132 
28 MID CENTURY TEL COOP 274,632 
29 MONTROSE MUTUAL TEL 110,316 
30 MOULTRIE INDEPENDENJ 316,440 
31 NEW WINDSOR TEL CO 49,574 
32 ODIN TEL EXCH INC 182,676 
33 ONEIDATEL EXCHANGE 84,708 
34 REYNOLDS TEL CO, INC 51,720 
35 SHAWNEE TELEPHONE CO 399,048 
36 TONICA TEL CO 39,192 
37 VJOLA HOME TEL CO 59,028 
38 WABASH TEL COOP, INC 329.820 
39 WOODHULL COMMUNITY 150,324 

IUSF REOUESTING COMPANIES 
Surnmay 01 Local Switching Suppotl 

For Ihe Yeers 2000 and 2001 

2001 lncreasel 
LSS (Decrease) 

Id) (e) - 

338.388 (19,896) 
114.792 (2.316) 
122,837 (2,112) 
303.356 58.764 
160,896 (16.872) 

67.332 2.774 
630,300 (15.778) 
290.292 23.064 
117,696 26,928 

64,740 5,897 
462.408 100.560 

G8.760 6.816 
545.268 129,636 

23.700 (6.864) 
267.612 106,716 

84.096 5,856 
144,732 6,648 
390,864 74,540 
590.832 (358,416) 
102,770 (792) 
330,804 38,897 
114,648 I.344 
270.896 (28,344) 
572,436 66,120 
320,597 55,056 
108,996 (1,296) 
309,408 (17,724) 
287,724 13,0!32 
133,848 23,532 
350,808 34,368 

50.832 i ,308 
179,868 (2.808) 
128.028 43.320 

59,184 7,464 
474,672 75,624 

36,876 12.3W 
67,536 8,508 

328,668 (1.152) 
143,328 (‘VW 

$ 8,728,080 8 9,111,768 $ 383,688 



IITA Exhibit 4. Allachmenl 7 

Illinois lndependenl Telephone Asocialion 
Analysis of lnrpacl 01 Slall Proposal lo use HAI lo exclude IUSF Supporl 

Allernalive #l- Based on Initial Company Requesled Eanings Based Support 

Company 

G~~llOll 
Gridley 
Harrisonville 
Home 
Leaf River 
Madison 
MOlllllk 
Orfin 

lnilial Suppo~l 
Reouesled 

s 223.441 
$ 6X.%5 
% 1.064.529 
$ 633,541 
% 263.926 
$ 726,451 
B 727,670 
$ 5 1,097 

852 
1,441 

19,690 
1,012 

610 
1 .sw 

853 
1,146 

Suppcv IJ 
LinelMonlh 

company 

Graflon $ 198,327 
Gridley s 304,253 
HZJlriS0IlVille $ 1.090,701 
Home $ 591,396 
Leaf River $ 290,237 
Madison (B 722.499 
Moullrie s 604.~156 
Odin $ 51,649 

Access Svpporu 
Lines Line/Monlh 

a52 $ 10.40 
1.441 % 17.60 

19,690 $ 4.62 
1,012 $ 4870 

610 $ 39.65 
1,599 $ 37.65 

853 $ 59.02 
1.146 $ 3.76 

$ lg.61 
$ 21.90 
$ 19.18 
B 21.75 
$ 25.59 
$ 20.25 
$ 20.79 
$ 20.51 

Rale 
Needed lo 

Provide 
Suppoll 
Amounl 

B 41~46 
$ 57~93 
% 23 69 
$ 73.92 
$7 61~65 
$ 56~11 
R n1 28 
$ 74 23 

f?a1e 
Needed lo 

Provide 
Supporl 
AITIOW~I 

$ 39.01 
$ 39.50 
i 70.45 23.80 

$ 65.24 
$ 57.90 
$ 79.21 
$ 24~27 





-. 

I 4 IJTA Exhibit 4, Atfzhment 9 

Response to JITA Data Request 
lITA’s First Data Request IO ICC Stall 
Docket Nos. 00~0233-00-0335 (Consol.) 

ICC‘ Person R?sponsiblr/Tithz Torsten Clausen/Policy Analyst 
‘Jel~rommunjrattjens Division 

Rusinrss Address: Illinois Commerce Commissjon 
527 East Capitol Avenue 

Springfield, IL 627W 

Response: In determining the amount of Illinois intrastate relail revenue, Staff first reviewed 
public data. The FCC recently released an annual report, titled “State-by-Slate Telephone 
Revenues and Universal Service Data”. In that report, the FCC estimates total Ilhnois inhasiate 
retail revenues for 1999 at $6.307 billion J. In excluding the mobile wireless revenue from ihai 
figure, the lllinois intrastate reiail revenue for 1999 is estimated lo be al $4.382 billion. 

Second, Staff compared the FCC’s estimates for 1999 with the figures for 2000, based on available 
data. After reviewing annual reports of the majority of local exchange and interexchange caniers 
certificated in Illinois, Staff estimates year 2000 Illjnois intraslale retail revenues, excluding 
wireless, to equal approximately $4.622 billion. 

1 “State-by-State Telephone Revenues and Universal Service Data”, Industry Analysis 
Divisjon/Common Carrier hreau, released April 2001. 
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A I 8 I C I D I E 
IITA Exhibii #4. Attachment #I 

REVISED 
Revised Summary of Requested IUSF Support 

Illinois Small Telephone Companies 

2001 Federal 
Requested IUSF Changes Made to HCL Changes Revised Revent 

Company 
(a) 

support Initial Filing 

(b) (C) 

Proposed 

(4 

Requirement 

W+(c)+(d)=@ 

(113,023) 

(1.755) 
(45,510) 

57,444 




